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Denver Zoning Code — Text Amendment #11 to revise the vehicle parking exemption for
Pre-Existing Small Zone Lots

l. Summary and Purpose

A.

FOR CITY SERVICES VISIT

DenverGov.org

Text Amendment

Denver Zoning Code (DZC) Section 10.4.5.1.A provides a full exemption from minimum
parking requirements for Pre-Existing Small Zone Lots. These are zone lots less than or
equal to 6,250 square feet and zoned Mixed Use Commercial that were established
before 2010.

History of the Exemption

The exemption was originally created in 2006 in Former Chapter 59 as part of the first
Main Street zoning effort, predating the 2010 DZC update. Originally, it applied to small
lots (6,250 SF or smaller) with Main Street (MS) zoning.

The primary purpose of the exemption was to encourage preservation of the small lot
pattern of development common in many of Denver’s traditional neighborhoods. It
acknowledged how difficult it is to develop these lots due to the space needed to meet
mandatory parking and access requirements. While the dimensions of these small zone
lots vary, the most common dimension is 50" wide and 125’ deep (see Blueprint Denver
p. 79). This scale has led to a development pattern that is considered a distinct and
valued feature in many of Denver’s traditional neighborhoods.

The exemption was intended to promote the preservation of the small lot pattern by
encouraging redevelopment to occur without lot assembly. The philosophy was that
mandatory parking requirements on small zone lots could encourage assembly of these
small lots into larger developments.

In 2010, the Pre-Existing Small Zone Lot parking exemption was expanded into the new
DZC for many of the same reasons, but with broader applicability to all Mixed Use
Commercial Zone Districts. The primary reason for extending the applicability was the
recognition that all small zone lots have the same challenges and the small lot pattern is
valued across the city in mixed use commercial areas, not just in Main Street zone
districts. The DZC today reflects this:

A. Pre-Existing Small Zone Lots
In all Mixed Use Commercial Zone Districts, buildings on zone lots which are equal to or smaller
than 6,250 square feet in area on June 25, 2010, shall be exempt from providing parking other-
wise required by this Division.

In 2014, Councilwoman Jeanne Robb initiated a Small Lot Parking exploration process
that included numerous small group meetings and one large focus group session with
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stakeholders. The proposal that emerged from that process from Councilwoman Robb
was for a Pre-Existing Small Zone Lot vehicle parking exemption only for the first three
floors of any building, consistent with the original application of the small lot parking
exemption to lots with a largely three-story entitlement in Former Chapter 59’s MS-1
zoning. That proposal did not advance beyond the final 2015 focus group.

2016-2017 Process

Moratorium
In August 2016, City Council enacted a moratorium prohibiting the use of the Pre-
Existing Small Zone Lot parking exemption, with some exceptions, for a period of seven
months. The reasons for the moratorium cited included:
e Concerns from property owners about the potential for small lots to experience
unanticipated maximized developments because of the parking exemption;
e A need for re-evaluation of the exemption to ensure achievement of City-wide
goals and policies; and
e Increased interest in maximizing the development capacity of these small zone
lots warranted a re-evaluation of the current Denver Zoning Code provisions,
including Section 10.4.5.1.A, to ensure achievement of City-wide goals and
policies.

Steering Committee

About a month after City Council enacted the moratorium, Councilman Brooks, the
original sponsor of the small lot parking text amendment, formed a steering committee
to evaluate the Pre-Existing Small Lot parking exemption. The committee consisted of 13
members that included representatives from design, architecture, affordable housing,
historic preservation, development communities, and neighborhood stakeholders.

Over the course of late 2016, this committee met five times, starting in September. The
committee first agreed on an issue statement, guiding principles, and procedures. Many
of the issues and opportunities were similar to those identified during the small lot
parking exemption’s original implementation, the expansion of the exemption to all
Mixed Use Commercial Zone Districts in the DZC, and the 2014-2015 evaluation of the
exemption by Councilwoman Robb. In general, the 2016 steering committee agreed that
small lots should be preserved as a context-defining characteristic, that they continue to
be challenging to redevelop, and that the text amendment should balance the desire to
encourage context-sensitive redevelopment on these small lots while addressing
relevant impacts, such as on-street parking supply.

The committee evaluated several specific options, including how to calibrate the
exemption by location, the number of stories that should be eligible, how to address
existing buildings, and if any additional processes should be required to use the
exemption. While the committee did not reach 100% consensus on all of these items,
the majority supported calibrating the exemption by proximity to high quality transit,
that 2 and 3 stories are the appropriate scale for parking exemptions (based on location
relative to transit), that existing buildings should be fully exempt, and that requiring a
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standalone zoning process to use the exemption would be counter to the committee’s
goal of a text amendment that provides predictability for small zone lots.

Text Amendment Proposal (December 2017)

Councilman Brooks then proposed a text amendment that reflected the priorities
identified by the committee. Under that draft text amendment, on Pre-Existing Small
Zone Lots zoned Mixed Use Commercial:

e  Existing buildings received a full exemption from minimum parking requirements;
e Forall new buildings:
= On lots within % mile of a rail station or % mile from a defined High Frequency
Transit Corridor, the first three stories of the building were exempted from
minimum parking requirements.
=  For all other lots, the first two stories of the building were exempted from
minimum parking requirements.
= The remaining floors that are either above or below the two or three story
threshold, as applicable based on location of the zone lot, must provide parking
for the uses contained in those floors.
= The parking exceptions currently available in the DZC were also available for any
required parking, with up to a 100% reduction allowed using any combination of
currently available exceptions (e.g., car share, bicycle facilities, providing
affordable housing etc.), which exceeds the current 50% maximum reduction
allowed.

Amendments to Bill (March-April 2017)

City Council proposed a series of amendments to the bill in early 2017. These
amendments resulted in the following changes to the text amendment that is before
City Council on May 1, 2016:

1. Avreduction in the number of stories eligible for the exemption by one for new
buildings — resulting in an exemption for the first two stories of new buildings in
close proximity to transit, and an exemption for the first story of all other new
buildings on pre-existing small zone lots;

2. A new provision that allows for a full parking exemption for all expansions to
existing buildings, not just those that fall within the number of stories
limitations; and

3. Arequirement that all new buildings using the pre-existing small zone lot
exemption must be approved under the Zoning Permit with Informational
Notice process in DZC Sec. 12.4.2.

60-Day Moratorium Extension

In March 2017, City Council approved a 60-day extension of the moratorium to study
the issue further and provide the opportunity for more community dialogue. The
moratorium is now set to expire on May 26, 2017, or when City Council adopts new
regulations to address parking on Pre-Existing Small Zone Lots, whichever comes first.
The amendments to the original bill took place during this extension of the moratorium
period.
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Scope of Pre-Existing Small Zone Lots

Existing parcels that are less than or equal to 6,250 square feet and zoned Mixed Use
Commercial make up a very small percentage of the city’s land area (0.5%) and are
primarily concentrated along the city’s commercial corridors like East Colfax, Broadway,
Santa Fe, and Tennyson Street. A precise count of the number of Pre-Existing Small Zone
Lots is impossible at this time, because the city does not currently map zone lots, only
parcels, and the boundaries of zone lots frequently do not align with parcel boundaries.
However, the scope of potentially eligible lots is less than what was included in the 0.5%
figure noted above for a variety of factors the analysis couldn’t account for (e.g.,
individual site constraints).

[I. Public Process

Below is a summary of the public process in 2016-2017 for this text amendment to date.

August 22, 2016

City Council enacts moratorium on the use of the Pre-Existing Small Zone Lot
parking exemption with expiration on March 31, 2017

September 15, 2016

Councilman Brooks convenes Small Lot Parking Steering Committee meeting
#1 to develop an issue summary, guiding principles, and committee decision
making procedures

October 12, 2016

Small Lot Parking Committee meeting #2 to agree on guiding principles and
develop framework for text amendment

Nov-Dec, 2016

Small Lot Parking Committee meetings #3, #4, #5 to refine options and inform
Councilman Brooks’ preferred option

Inter-Neighborhood Cooperation (INC) Zoning and Planning Committee

December 3, 2016 discussion and presentation from Councilman Brooks, CPD
Public review draft of the amendment to the Pre-Existing Small Zone Lot
January 3, 2017 Parking Exemption posted on the CPD Text Amendments website, and notice

provided to Registered Neighborhood Organizations and City Council.

January 17, 2017

Notice of the Planning Board public hearing sent to Registered Neighborhood
Organizations and City Council

February 1, 2017

Planning Board voted 8-1 to approve the text amendment as proposed by
Councilman Brooks, with the condition that City Council not require any
additional mandatory parking in any future amendments to the bill. This
condition originated from discussion of a possible alternative to reduce the
number of floors exempt from parking requirements. Planning Board also
discussed inclusion of the ZPIN process but opted not to advance that
component of the bill.

January 30, 2017

Email notice was sent for the February 14, 2017, Land Use, Transportation &
Infrastructure Committee (LUTI) meeting to all RNOs and City
Councilmembers.

February 14, 2017

LUTI meeting #1

February 21, 2017

LUTI Committee meeting #2
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February 27, 2017 First reading on two-month extension of moratorium; referral of item back to
LUTI
March 14, 2017 LUTI meeting #3

Amendments proposed by Councilman Clark to require a ZPIN for all new
buildings wishing to use the exemption, more flexibility for expansions of
existing buildings wishing to use the exemption, and a statement in the
preamble to reflect the city’s commitment to pursuing transportation and
parking demand management strategies more holistically following the small
lot parking exemption process. The amendments passed 11-2.

March 20, 2017

Amendments proposed by Councilman Clark to reduce the number of stories
April 3, 2017 that will be exempt from providing parking by one story. The amendment
passed 7-6 as a First Reading.

Amendments proposed by Councilwoman Susman to change the exemption
April 10, 2017 from two to three stories for small lots inside the “transit shed” area. The
amendment failed 7-6.

City Council Public Hearing; moratorium expires with approved text

May 1,2017 amendment

Nearly all of the public comment received was based on Councilman Brook’s bill, prior to any
amendments (prior to the amendments to reduce the number of stories eligible for the exemption and
to require the ZPIN process). This included 14 public comment emails expressing both support and
opposition of Councilman Brook’s bill for a variety of reasons. The one public comment received
regarding the current, amended bill (see Attachment 2) expresses concerns that the small lot parking
exemption will enable development that is too dense for the surrounding infrastructure, including roads
and available parking.

At the February 1 Planning Board public hearing, 18 people spoke with diverse opinions. The comments
ranged from support for retaining the pre-moratorium full parking exemption, support for the current
proposal for a variety of reasons, to opposition of the proposal for a variety of reasons.
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[1l. Criteria and CPD Staff Evaluation

The criteria for review of a proposed text amendment are found in Section 12.4.11.4 of the DZC. CPD
analyzed the proposed text amendment for compliance with the review criteria stated below and finds
that the proposed text amendment does not satisfy each of the criteria.

CPD previously recommended approval of Councilman Brook’s proposed text amendment to the
Planning Board on February 1, 2017. This recommendation was based on the bill prior to the recent
amendments.

Staff finds that the bill has changed to an extent that warrants a recommendation of denial for the
reasons outlined in the sections below that address the DZC text amendment criteria. Additionally, the
bill is inconsistent with the following:

e The outcomes from the small lot parking steering committee process that led to Councilman
Brook’s proposal; and

e Planning Board’s recommendation on February 1, 2017, which included recommended approval
of Councilman Brook’s bill, and a condition that City Council not require any additional
mandatory parking in any future amendments to the bill. Planning Board also discussed
inclusion of the ZPIN process but opted not to advance that component of the bill.

12.4.11.4.A. Consistency with Adopted Plans

Staff finds that the following elements of the current bill are inconsistent with the two adopted citywide
plans — the Denver Comprehensive Plan 2000 and Blueprint Denver (2002):

1. Limitations on the Number of Stories Eligible for Exemption
2. Requirement for Zoning Permit with Informational Notice (ZPIN)
3. Potential Impacts on Traditional Development Pattern

1. Limitations on the Number of Stories Eligible for Exemption
Staff finds that the limitations on the number of stories eligible for the exemption conflicts with the
following policies from the City’s adopted plans to reduce off-street parking requirements in areas
served by transit:

Relevant Blueprint Denver Policies:

e Land Use Building Blocks, Transit Oriented Development: Reduced emphasis on auto
parking — including lowered parking requirements (p. 44)

e lLand Use Tools, Off-Street Parking Requirements: In some parts of Areas of Change,
especially those with existing or planned high-quality transit access, minimum parking
requirements also could be modified to encourage the creation of pedestrian- and
transit-friendly centers and main streets (p. 76)

e Transportation Tools: Reduced parking minimums and parking maximums should be
implemented only where there is frequent transit service (p. 107)

e Plan Priorities for Parking as a Tool: Evaluate parking ratios for areas around transit
stations and in enhanced bus transit corridors to determine if reductions in
requirements or parking maximumes are appropriate (p. 108)

e Parking and Transportation Management Strategies: Incorporate new parking
requirements in revisions of the City’s zoning code to facilitate reduced parking (p. 169)
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Relevant Comprehensive Plan Policy:
e Parking Management Strategy 9-D: For areas near transit stations, evaluate parking
management strategies, such as reducing parking requirements (p. 81)

Analysis

Both Blueprint Denver and the Comprehensive Plan have policies in support of reduced parking
requirements for lots in close proximity to transit. The current bill represents an increase in
mandatory parking from the current exemption. While the prior bill (which exempted 3 and 2
stories, depending on the location) also represented an increase in mandatory parking, reducing
it further will create even greater challenges for redeveloping many of these lots. CPD’s cursory
analysis highlighted that the 3 and 2 story threshold may be a critical “tipping point” for
reasonably providing parking on a small zone lot. CPD’s analysis and modeling of small zone lots
indicated that five spaces can reasonably be accommodated on typical small zone lots that have
alley access and are 50" wide by 125’ deep. Once more than five spaces are desired, most
buildings will have to construct tuck under parking, which significantly reduces the building’s
allowed square footage on the ground floor. Moreover, tuck under parking is more expensive
and on these small lots, would encompass most of the ground floor’s buildable square footage.
Construction costs for tuck under parking averages about $18,000 per space while surface
parking is about $5,000-5$10,000 per space. These figures do not include land costs and
operation and maintenance expenses over time.!

lllustration of Parking Options on Small Lots

— Five parking spaces is the most
[ that can fit on an alley loaded
small lot with this orientation

“~— For any more than five parking
spaces, tuck under parking
becomes only way to provide
this many parking spaces

! Source: Victoria Transport Policy Institute figures for Denver http://www.vtpi.org/tca/tca0504.pdf
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The tables below highlight two common building types on small lots in the most common zone
districts where pre-existing small zone lots are located. The numbers indicate how many
parking spaces would be required, depending on how many stories are exempted from parking.
For example, for a 3 story mixed use building not located close to transit in the U-MS zone
districts, the required number of parking spaces is 3 under the original bill, since the first two
stories would be exempted. The same building would be required to provide 6 parking spaces
under the amended bill, since only the first story is exempted. The 6 spaces exceed the 5 spaces
can could easily be accommodated as surface parking spaces on a small lot with alley access (as
illustrated on the previous page).

Minimum Parking Requirements for Two Development Types Based on Number of Stories
Exempted

Estimated Minimum Vehicle Parking Spaces Required:
U-MS Zone Districts

Type of Project

1 Story 2 Story 3 Story No Exemption
Exemption Exemption Exemption Available
3 Story Mixed Use [ 3 0 14
5 Story Mixed Use 12 9 6 20
8 Story Mixed Use 21 18 15 29
3 Story Multifamily [ 3 0 9
5 Story Multifamily 12 9 6 15
8 Story Multifamily 21 18 15 24

Estimated Minimum Vehicle Parking Spaces Required:
C-MX Zone Districts

Type of Project

1 Story 2 Story 3 Story No Exemption
Exemption Exemption Exemption Available
3 Story Mixed Use 16 8 0 21
5 Story Mixed Use 32 24 16 37
8 Story Mixed Use 56 48 40 61
3 Story Multifamily 16 ] 0 24
5 Story Multifamily 32 24 16 40
8 Story Multifamily 56 43 40 63

Assumptions:
o New mixed use building: 4,625 SF building floorplate, ground floor commercial, upper floors residential @ 10
units/floor of dwelling units < 550 SF
e Parking ratios:
e U-MS: 2 spaces/1,000 SF commercial; 0.25 spaces/dwelling unit
e C-MX: 1.25 spaces/1,000 SF commercial; 0.75 spaces/dwelling unit
o New multifamily building: All residential, no commercial, 10 dwelling units/floor (same parking ratios as
above, depending on the zone district)

In addition, calibrating the text amendment by either one or two stories is inconsistent with the
maximum height entitlements in the prevailing zone districts where pre-existing small zone lots
are located. The original exemption was calibrated with the first three stories exempt because
the lots mostly had three story entitlements. Councilwoman Robb proposed the same
calibration in 2014. Only approximately 13% of the pre-existing small zone lots have zoning
entitlements 2 stories or less.
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2. Requirement for Zoning Permit with Informational Notice (ZPIN)

Staff finds that the ZPIN component of the text amendments conflicts with the following policies
from the City’s adopted plans:

Relevant Blueprint Denver Policies
Blueprint Denver, adopted in 2002, identified many issues with the zoning code at that time that
a new zoning code was intended to avoid:

e The regulatory system does not deliver effective land-use regulation, but its
administration absorbs a large amount of resources (p. 82)

e lack of Uniform Processes for Development Review: Innumerable formal, informal, and
ad hoc review processes have been created through the years (p. 82)

Given these issues, Blueprint Denver recommended making the zoning code easier to use, more
predictable and more effective in creating the kind of environment envisioned by Blueprint
Denver (p. 82).

Relevant Comprehensive Plan Policies
Similar to Blueprint Denver, the Comprehensive Plan also calls for predictable, standardized
zoning procedures:
e Vision of Success: Developers, citizens and City agencies alike will benefit from greater
clarity in land-use regulatory policies (p. 55)
e Denver Zoning Ordinance Strategy 2-A: ensure the DZC is enforceable through swift and
fair procedures (p. 59)
e Denver Zoning Ordinance Strategy 2-C: ensure the DZC is has processes that are
consistent and enforceable (p. 59)

Analysis
The ZPIN process involves several steps and can take as little as 6 weeks. The steps include a

required pre-application meeting, written and posted public notice of the application, a Zoning
Administrator administrative decision, and subsequent posting of the administrative decision.

The ZPIN component of the small lot parking text amendment will create a new process that
lacks clear guidance for zoning administration staff to determine whether an exemption should
be granted and, if it is granted, by how much the on-site parking should be reduced. This means
that applicants will not have a predictable process for understanding how much on-site parking
will be required for their project.

In addition, the notification required through the ZPIN process may set unreasonable
expectations about how much public input is able to shape the requirements for a project. For
example, public input related to the on-street parking supply near the project may not be
relevant since the ZPIN criteria are about impacts to private property. The zoning code does not
regulate items, such as on-street parking supply, that are in the public right-of-way.

In sum, the proposed ZPIN process conflicts with the goals stated in Blueprint Denver and
Comprehensive Plan 2000 to enact zoning code procedures that are predictable and consistent.
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3. Potential Impacts on Traditional Development Pattern
Staff finds that the text amendment’s likelihood to make small-scale redevelopment more difficult
conflicts with the following policies from the City’s adopted plans:

Relevant Blueprint Denver Policies:
e Key Concept: Reinvestment and character preservation will promote stable
neighborhoods (p. 16)
e Guiding Principles for Areas of Change and Areas of Stability (p. 141-142):
O Respect valued development patterns
O Respect valued attributes of area
e Focus on keeping valued community characteristics in many of Denver’s older and
stable neighborhoods (p. 120)

Relevant Comprehensive Plan Policies:

e Residential Neighborhoods and Business Centers Strategy 3-B: Encourage quality infill
development that is consistent with the character of the surrounding neighborhood (p.
60)

e Design Excellence Strategy 1-A: Enhance the quality and character of the city, including
the preservation of significant historic structures and features (p. 98)

e New Development, Traditional Character Strategy 2-A: Establish development standards
to encourage positive change and diversity while protecting Denver’s traditional
character (p. 98)

Analysis
Both the ZPIN and number of stories components of the bill are inconsistent with adopted plan

goals to encourage maintenance of the small lot development pattern. Blueprint Denver
specifically identifies the small lot pattern as a character-defining feature of “most of the older
parts of Denver” (p. 79). This pattern is considered a distinctive, valued feature of many of
Denver’s traditional neighborhoods. Specifically, the Pre-Existing Small Zone Lots are
concentrated along the city’s most distinctive commercial corridors that include Broadway, East
Colfax, Santa Fe, Morrison Road, South Pearl, and several others.

Image of R

ow of Pre-Existing Small Zone Lots in Highlands

By including additional mandatory parking on Pre-Existing Small Zone Lots, as well as requiring a
ZPIN process, which adds time and an unpredictable element to the development review

process, the text amendment may lead to increased assemblage of small lots into larger projects
that break the pattern of small lots. Based on CPD’s cursory analysis and modeling of small zone
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lots, reducing the number of stories eligible for the parking exemption by one story will have a
significant impact on a project’s ability to physically provide parking on site, without the more
expensive and less desirable tuck under parking structure. The regulation could then encourage
developers to explore lot assemblage to accommodate parking. This may lead to larger projects
that break the small lot development pattern.

12.4.11.4.B. Public Health, Safety and General Welfare

This text amendment will increase the challenges of redeveloping existing small lots, including those in
close proximity to high quality transit. These small lots are a valued attribute of Denver’s traditional
neighborhoods and corridors and some may be lost to lot assembly due to the impacts of this bill. In
addition, by making it more difficult and potentially expensive to develop small lots, this bill may detract
from the city’s goals to build more affordable housing. For these reasons, staff finds that, on balance,
the text amendment does not further the public health, safety, and general welfare of the city based on
an evaluation of citywide plan goals.

12.4.11.4.C. Uniformity of District Regulations and Restrictions

This text amendment will result in new regulations that are uniform for pre-existing small lots across all
Mixed Use Commercial zone districts.

IV. Planning Board Recommendation

On February 1, 2017, the Denver Planning Board held a public hearing on the original version of the text
amendment, as proposed by Councilman Brooks. Planning Board voted 8-1 to approve that text
amendment, with the condition that City Council not require any additional mandatory parking in any
future amendments to the bill. Please see earlier portions of this staff report to understand how the bill
has changed since the Planning Board public hearing.

V. CPD Recommendation

Staff recommends that the City Council deny the text amendment, finding that the review criteria for
text amendments in DZC Section 12.4.11.A have not been met.

VI. Attachments

1. City Council draft of redlined text amendment
2. Combined public comments
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BY AUTHORITY

ORDINANCE NO. COUNCIL BILL NO. CB17-0161
SERIES OF 2017 COMMITTEE OF REFERENCE:
AS AMENDED 3-20-17 Land Use, Transportation & Infrastructure
AS AMENDED 04-03-17 ABILL

For an ordinance amending the Denver Zoning Code to revise parking
exemptions for pre-existing small zone lots.

WHEREAS, the City Council recognizes the challenges of developing pre-existing small zone
lots in Mixed Use Commercial Zone Districts when there are mandatory minimum vehicle parking

requirements; and

WHEREAS, the City Council recognizes that the Denver Zoning Code’s pre-existing small
zone lot parking exemption encourages maintenance of the traditional small lot pattern of
development, and mandating minimum parking requirements on small zone lots may encourage
assembly of small zone lots into larger scale developments that are inconsistent with this traditional

pattern of development; and

WHEREAS, the City Council recognizes that a comprehensive city-wide program is desired
to manage demand for vehicle parking and to further city-wide objectives to promote the use of
multiple modes of transportation; and

WHEREAS, the Department of Public Works, the Department of Community Planning &
Development, City Council, and other agencies have expressed a commitment to pursue a
comprehensive city-wide program with the purposes of managing demand for vehicle parking and
reducing vehicle trip generation.

WHEREAS, the City Council desires to amend the Denver Zoning Code to implement
additional criteria for parking exemptions for pre-existing small zone lots in the City and County of

Denver; and

WHEREAS, the City Council has determined on the basis of evidence and testimony
presented at the public hearing that amending the Denver Zoning Code as set forth herein is
consistent with the City’s adopted plans, furthers the public health, safety and general welfare, and
will result in regulations and restrictions that are uniform within zone districts that contain pre-existing

small zone lots.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT ENACTED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF
DENVER:
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Section 1. Section 10.4.5.1.A of the Denver Zoning Code dealing with vehicle parking
exemptions for pre-existing small zone lots is hereby amended by deleting the language stricken

below and adding the language underlined below to read and be read as follows:
“10.4.5.1 — Vehicle Parking Exemptions

The following uses and circumstances are exempt from providing the minimum amount of

vehicle parking otherwise required by this Code, but only to the extent specified in this Section.

A. Pre-Existing Small Zone Lots
1. Intent

Encourage the preservation of pre-existing Small Zone Lots through exempted

vehicle parking requirements to facilitate the reuse of existing buildings and/or

the redevelopment of Small Zone Lots.

2. Applicability

a. a2 All Mixed Use Commercial Zone Districts; and;
b. Where the subject Zone Lot is currently equal to or smaller than 6,250
square feet and was equal to or smaller than 6,250 square feet on June
25, 2010 (“Small Zone Lot”) buildings-onzenelots-which-are-equal-to-or
: i i I . irod by this Division:
3. Exemption Allowed
a. Reuse of Existing Buildings on Small Zone Lots

i If a building (1) is located on a Small Zone Lot and (2) existed on
March 23, 2017, then the-GrossFloorArea—of all uses in such

building including any modifications, alterations, and expansions

shall be exempt from providing vehicle parking.

Il. Fhe-GrossFloor-Area—ot- Al useshodsedin—-anyadditions—or
: buildi I ictod I ’ hall |

o ” hicl Kina_for_the_C | ‘
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10-541A. Any building located on a Small Zone Lot that is
voluntarily demolished shall not be considered an existing

building. ‘Voluntary demolished’ shall have the same meaning as

the term ‘Demolition, Voluntary’ defined in Article 13.

b. New Buildings on Small Zone Lots Located within Proximity to Transit

Service

i Fhe GrossFloorAreaof All uses housed in the lowest three two

Stories entirely above the base plane of a new building

constructed on a Small Zone Lot located within Y2 mile of the outer

boundary of a Rail Transit Station Platform or located within Y4

mile from a High-Frequency Transit Corridor shall may be exempt

from providing vehicle parking. The Zoning Administrator shall

determine whether a Small Zone Lot is within proximity to transit

service as specified in Section 13.1.9.

C. New Buildings on All Other Small Zone Lots

i Fhe GrossFloorArea—of All uses housed in the lowesttweo

Steries first Story that is entirely above the base plane of a new

building constructed on any other Small Zone Lot shall may be

exempt from providing vehicle parking.

d. Vehicle Parking Exceptions for Required Vehicle Parking on Small Zone

Lots

i All exceptions to minimum vehicle parking requirements set forth

in Section 10.4.5 are available to any required minimum vehicle

parking not exempted as described in this Section 10.4.5.1.A.

ii. The total number of vehicle parking spaces required may be

reduced by up to 100% under any one or combination of the

vehicle parking reductions provided in accordance with Section
10.4.5.3.

Section 2. Section 10.4.5.3.A.4 of the Denver Zoning Code dealing with vehicle parking

3
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reductions applicable to all vehicle parking reduction allowances is hereby amended by deleting the

language stricken below and adding the language underlined below to read and be read as follows:

“4. Maximum Reduction Allowed

a.

b.

The total number of vehicle parking spaces required on a zone lot shall not be

reduced by more than 50% under any one or combination of this subsection’s

permitted reductions, with the following exceptions:

I. except-as-provided-n Vehicle parking reductions for small lots in the C-

CCN zone districts provided in Section 10.4.5.3.Cand-exeeptthat

il. reducedparking-approved-aspartofa A General Development Plan shall

not result in more than 75% reduction in the required parking for the

entire GDP area-

Vehicle parking reductions for Pre-Existing Small Zone Lots provided in

Section 10.4.5.1.A.

Vehicle parking spaces provided through the alternative vehicle parking ratios

in Section 10.4.5.2 do not count towards the maximum percentage of vehicle

parking spaces that may be reduced through this subsection’s permitted

reductions.

For example, a Zone Lot in a G-MS-5 zone district includes 100
affordable housing units and office Primary Uses. The affordable
housing use applies the alternative minimum vehicle parking ratio of 0.25
vehicle parking spaces per unit for a parking requirement of 25 required
vehicle parking spaces. The alternative minimum vehicle parking ratio
for the affordable housing units is a 75% reduction from the 1 vehicle
parking space per unit requirements in the G-MS-5 zone district, but
alternative minimum vehicle parking ratios do not count towards the
maximum percentage of vehicle parking spaces that may be reduced for
the entire Zone Lot through Section 10.4.5.3.A.4. Therefore, the
minimum vehicle parking requirement for the office Primary Use may be
reduced in accordance with the vehicle parking reductions in Section
10.4.5.3, but the alternative minimum vehicle parking requirement for the

affordable housing units may not be reduced further.”
4
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Section 3. Section 13.1.9 of the Denver Zoning Code dealing with measurement of

separations or distance is amended by adding a new subsection that reads as follows:

“13.1.9.3 Measurement of Distance from a High Frequency Transit Corridor and a Zone
Lot

A. When measuring distance between a High Frequency Transit Corridor and a Zone Lot
for which Section 10.4 applies, distance shall be determined from the centerline of the right of way

of the High Frequency Transit Corridor to the nearest point of the Zone Lot.”

Section 4. A new definition is added to Division 13.3 of the Denver Zoning Code that reads
as follows:
“High-Frequency Transit Corridor: Corridors with high frequency bus service defined by the
centerline of the right of way for named or numbered Streets specified below. For purposes of this
Code, the lengths of High-Frequency Transit Corridors terminate at the point of intersection with the
centerline of the right of way of the intersecting named or numbered Streets defined below, the City

boundary, or a City Park, as applicable. See Figure 13.3-1

1. North and South Sheridan Boulevard from the intersection of West 44th Avenue
(northernmost point) to the intersection of West Dartmouth Avenue (southernmost

point)

2. North and South Federal Boulevard from the intersection of the City boundary at North
Columbine Road (northernmost point) to the intersection of West Evans Avenue
(southernmost point)

3. East and West Colfax Avenue from the intersection of the City boundary (westernmost

point) to the intersection of the City boundary (easternmost point)

4. North and South Broadway from the intersection of East 20" Avenue (northernmost
point) to the intersection of the City boundary (southernmost point)

5. North and South Lincoln Street from the intersection of East Colfax Avenue

(northernmost point) to the intersection of East Ohio Avenue (southernmost point)

6. North and South Colorado Boulevard from the intersection of East 40" Avenue

(northernmost point) to the intersection of East Evans Avenue (southernmost point)

7. Westbound East Martin Luther King Boulevard from the intersection of North Downing
Street (westernmost point) to the intersection of northbound North Quebec Street
5
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(easternmost point)

East 12" Avenue from the intersection of North Broadway (westernmost point) to the

intersection of the westernmost boundary of Cheesman Park (easternmost point) and

East 12t Avenue from the intersection of the easternmost boundary of Cheesman Park

to North Colorado Boulevard (easternmost point)

Section 5. Section 12.4.2.2 of the Denver Zoning Code dealing with the applicability of

Zoning Permit Review with Informational Notice is amended by the addition of a new subsection D

that reads as

follows:

D. Construction of any new building on a Small Zone Lot that includes a request for a

parking exemption in accordance with section 10.4.5.1.A.

Figure 13.3-1
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COMMITTEE APPROVAL DATE: February 14, 2017
MAYOR-COUNCIL DATE: February 21, 2017
PASSED BY THE COUNCIL:

- PRESIDENT
APPROVED: - MAYOR
ATTEST: - CLERK AND RECORDER,

EX-OFFICIO CLERK OF THE
CITY AND COUNTY OF DENVER

NOTICE PUBLISHED IN THE DAILY JOURNAL.: ;
PREPARED BY: Adam C. Hernandez, Assistant City Attorney DATE: February 16, 2017

Pursuant to section 13-12, D.R.M.C., this proposed ordinance has been reviewed by the office of
the City Attorney. We find no irregularity as to form, and have no legal objection to the proposed
ordinance. The proposed ordinance is not submitted to the City Council for approval pursuant to
§3.2.6 of the Charter.

Kristin M. Bronson, Denver City Attorney

BY: , Assistant City Attorney DATE:




From: Planning Services - CPD

Sent: Thursday, April 13,2017 8:14 AM
To: Hirt, Jeffrey J. - CPD PS Citywide Planning
Subject: FW: May 1 City Council Hearing Comment

From: Gerald Guida [mailto:gerald_guida@hotmail.com]

Sent: Tuesday, April 11, 2017 3:10 PM

To: dencc - City Council <dencc@denvergov.org>; Planning Services - CPD <PlanningServices@denvergov.org>
Subject: May 1 City Council Hearing Comment

April 11, 2017

To Councilman Albus Brooks,

My name is Jerry Guida, an RNO president since 2005. In that time we as a city have witnessed nearly wholesale
reconstruction of certain neighborhoods. In our zeal for growth, we need to be wise in determining what those before
us could not and did not anticipate when the city was rezoned. An example of this is the Small Lot Parking Exemption, a
typical lot size for a single family house. Now we have the proposal to put dozens of units on such a lot because the
zoning allows it. We need to ask ourselves just because we can, should we? The demands on surrounding
infrastructure will be extraordinary. Not only were the lots not imagined to hold this density, neither was the
surrounding infrastructure. Please keep in mind the impact such high density developments will have on these
neighborhoods. A litmus test might be: Would | want to live near this, during its construction and afterward?

I've witnessed parking six blocks from one’s place of residence in larger cities. Please don’t facilitate this in Denver.
Maintain the finished square foot to number of parking spaces ratio for these new developments just like everybody
else. This is an omission being exploited for cost and profitability. Once these structures are built any future issues will
be dealt with by those who still remain which may exclude those proposing these developments.

Thank you for your consideration.

Jerry Guida

Inspiration Point NA

4975 Gray St

Denver, CO 80212
720-935-1381

Gerald guida@hotmail.com

FW May 1 City Council Hearing Comment.htm[4/27/2017 3:19:27 PM]
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2418 Champa Street
Denver, CO 80205

________

January 29, 2017

To: Planning Board

Re: Denver Zoning Code Text Amendment #11
Pre-Existing Small Zone Lots Parking Exemption Amendment

Curtis Park Neighbors would like to express our concern that the amendment proposed to
address the small lot parking exemption in the zoning code does not, in its current form,
ensure the preservation of small commercial buildings or incentivize commercial / mixed
use development on our cities commercial corridors.

The justification for allowing a parking exemption is so that buildings on small lots (less
than 6250sqft), on our commercial corridors, may retain their usefulness as commercial
structures without having to be compiled into developments large enough to building
substantial parking garages. Something not economically or physically possible on lots
smaller than 6250sqft.

These small commercial buildings serve a vital function in creating a mixed use, walk-able
community. Fine-grained commercial space ensures a variety of uses that can serve the
needs of neighbors living above or near these businesses. Because they create a walk-able
community, it makes sense that they should be exempt from providing parking.

The current amendment does not tie the allowance of the parking exemption to either the
preservation of small existing commercial buildings or to the preservation of commercial
uses on our commercial corridors. As written, the exemption could apply to large single
use residential buildings on our commercial corridors. Such buildings destroy
neighborhood fabric and encourage the use of cars by forcing people to drive to services
that could have been located in the small commercial buildings these single used buildings
replace.

For this reason we urge the re-examination of the exemption to ensure safeguards that
require mixed-use development and promote the preservation of existing small
commercial buildings.

Sincerely,

John Hayden, Curtis Park Neighbors President / haydenpryor@msn.com
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Curtis Park Neighbors, Inc. A Denver Registered Neighborhood Organization
curtis-park-neighbors-board@googlegroups.com www.curtispark.org



The West Washington Park
wwp.-‘a Neighborhood Association
January 20, 2016

The West Washington Park Neighborhood Association (WWPNA) Board of Directors voted by email on
January 3, 2017, with twelve of 13 members responding, 12-0-0 on the following motion:

“That the West Washington Park Neighborhood Association opposes the small lot parking exemption
amendment and urges Denver City Council to remove it from the 2016 text amendment bundle, extend
the moratorium on permits for small lots with parking exemptions, and search for a better solution to
this issue.”

Of course, City Council has removed the amendment from the 2016 text amendment bundle, but the
issue remains: The Text Amendment #11, “Pre-existing Small Zoned Lots Parking Exemption
Amendment.” as proposed by Councilman Brooks does not satisfactorily address the parking issues
that are expected from small lot development, whether within or outside of high-frequency transit
corridors.

We urge the Planning Board to recommend that the proposed Text Amendment 11 is not put forward
for consideration, as it does not go far enough to protect existing residents and business from over-
congested street parking that exists today throughout the city and will be exacerbated without
additional protections against dense small lot multi-unit construction.

West Washington Park Neighborhood Association, (WWPNA) is a Registered Neighborhood
Organization. Our boundaries are Speer Boulevard on the north, I-25 on the south, Downing Street on
the east and Broadway on the west and include approximately 9400 total residences and businesses.

Our membership is voluntary and requires an annual dues payment of $15 per household ($8.00 if over
65).

Nicholas Amrhein, President

ﬁﬁ%

West Washington Park Neighborhood Association
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“on the Hill

January 23, 2017
Dear Planning Board,

Upon careful consideration by the Uptown on the Hill board members, we respectfully and strongly urge City
Council to keep the parking exemption for the “small lots” that are 6,250 square feet or fewer. There has been little
to no development of these lots to the scale that is currently proposed in the 1500 block of Humboldt Street.
Therefore, there is very little Denver area data to thoughtfully change to the current policy.

However, it is quite clear that changing the current policy will inhibit development, dramatically constricting the
amount of housing that can be built which further exacerbates the housing shortage and does nothing to reduce the
costly rental and home sale prices in the metro region. This is not the vision of the City of Denver, nor is it the
vision of Uptown on the Hill registered neighborhood organization.

One plank of our Uptown on the Hill mission is “to consider the social, economic, and environmental well-being for
current and future generations.” The housing shortage and resulting increased cost of home renting and buying
drives people to live further from the urban core. The further from the urban core, the more people are reliant on
driving a personal car. That increases vehicle miles traveled, less demand for public transit, greater risk to bicyclists
and pedestrians, more pollution and greater carbon emissions that contribute to climate change.

Such a decision is a “triple-lose.” We lose because fewer people live in our communities reducing the customer base
for our local mom-and-pop businesses. We lose because the housing prices are increased to pay for parking. We lose
because the environmental costs from automobile use negatively contributes to our collective impact on climate
change.

Increasing housing costs and greenhouse gas emissions is not the kind of contribution Uptown on the Hill wants to
make. It also goes counter to what the Mayor and City Council have worked so hard to build. Voting to increase
parking requirements goes against the national trend to eliminate requirements. Voting to extend the moratorium
delays housing construction at a time when we desperately need more housing. Choosing free parking on the public
right of way prioritizes cars over people.

Choosing to do away with the parking exemption is premature. It eliminates our ability to test a market-based
solution to increase our housing stock and incentivize public transit use. By prohibiting the development of these
small lots, we lose the ability to see how they would work. We lose the ability to make future decision based on data
and observed dynamics within the community. Rather, if we decide to require more parking, we are making
decisions out of fear, not fact.

You will always have the opportunity to refine your decision in the future based upon real world information. In the
meantime, Uptown on the Hill RNO respectfully and strongly urges City Council to keep the parking exemption for
the “small lots” that are 6,250 square feet or fewer.

In cooperation
1"¢UW' — j‘{ ~—

ptown on the Hill RNO
“Johan Barrios, president

Uptown on the Hill, registered Denver neighborhood organization
1308 E 17th Ave, Denver, CO 80218 ~ www.UptownDenver.org ~ president@uptowndenver.org



From: Cole Neighborhood Association CNA

To: Planning Services - CPD

Cc: board@coledenver.com

Subject: PROPOSED DENVER ZONING CODE TEXT AMENDMENT #11 Pre-Existing Small Zone Lots Parking Exemption
Amendment

Date: Wednesday, January 25, 2017 11:59:09 AM

Hello,

Name of organization: Cole Neighborhood Association (CNA)

Boundaries of the organization: Downing St, Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave, York St, 40th Ave

Who we represent: Membership is open to anyone interested in the organization and living within the boundaries of
the Cole neighborhood as defined by the City and County of Denver department of Community Planning and
Development

Time and date of meeting where we decided this position: Thursday January 1, 2017 at 6:30 PM

Type of meeting: CNA Board

Number of members present: 4

Process for reaching decision: discussion among board members. No time to discuss with full membership as the
meeting is before our next general meeting.

Vote: 4 in favor, 0 opposed

The Cole Neighborhood Association (CNA) is opposed to Text Amendment #11: Pre-Existing Small Zone Lots
Parking Exemption Amendment. While we agree with the intent of the amendment, we are not convinced this is
the correct solution. We would like to see an alternative developed which includes feedback and suggestions from
RNOs.

Sincerely,
Jeff Allen, President
Cole Neighborhood Association Executive Board

Connect with us on Eacebook or Nextdoor!
Our monthly meetings are held the 2nd Thursday of each month at Jake's on 3800 Walnut @ 6:30PM.
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30 January 2017

OPINION ON SMALL LOT MORATORIUM LANGUAGE for PLANNING BOARD
CONSIDERATION

My name is Bob Hickman. I’'m an Architect and serve on the moratorium steering
committee as a neighbor representative.

There are some 3,371 small lots that are fully exempt from providing parking under the
existing zoning language. The moratorium was created to allow time to craft a solution
for the following problem.

THE PROBLEM
1. Providing parking can be difficult for these lots. It was determined that 5 spaces per
lot could be reasonably provided by a developer.

2. The existing full parking exemption means that parking not provided on site has to be
absorbed by street parking which can cause negative impacts on neighborhoods.

So, the committee was charged with finding a solution that balances developer parking
constraints on these small lots and the associated impact of increased neighborhood
street parking.

Councilman Brooks stated several times during our meetings that we were NOT here to
solve affordable housing or transportation issues.

CONSENSUS DECISION MAKING

Councilman Brooks stressed that the committee would work on consensus decision
making. There are 13 members on the committee. 4, possibly five, members did not
agree with the proposed text language. Four are neighborhood representatives. We
did not reach consensus.

THE PROPOSED LANGUAGE
- Favors the developer at the expense of the neighborhoods. It’s out of balance.

- Proximity to transit is favored more than necessary
CPD told us the current parking reduction allowed for projects in transit areas is
only used 25% of the time in urban areas and much less elsewhere.

The language allows “double dipping” with no data presented to justify this
solution. By double dipping, | mean a Project in the transit area benefits from the
zoning parking reduction and an additional floor exempt from parking. Questions
were asked about anticipated reduction in car ownership for these projects but
no data was presented. The only information we did receive was from one of the
committee members who presented parking ratio information for some

projects built in proximity to transit.



Turntable Studios - .8 spaces per unit, 145 spaces. Management
reported, “It’s always full. It only works because there is readily
available on-street parking in the area. Some tenant complaints.”

Lamar Station Crossing - 1.05 spaces per unit. Management reported..Lot
is full during peak parking hours and said, “We are worried. We need
more parking.

The Denizen- Alameda Station- 1.01 spaces per unit. Management says...
Parking is always full. Just raised parking prices because we don’t have
enough parking. 691 sq. ft. average unit size.

Griffis at Lowry- 150 units, 248 spaces - 1.65 spaces/unit. 90 surface
spaces are tandem in front of garages. They lose tenants all the time
over parking.

It appears that people living near transit may indeed use it but they still
own a car. An Oregon study indicated that 60% of people living in
micro-units near transit owned cars.

- The text language leaves far too many projects totally exempt from parking. 40% of
all lots are totally exempt from providing parking. That’s a total of 1,354 lots with a
100% parking reduction. An additional 24% would receive an automatic 60% parking
reduction. An this is before additional reductions a project might be eligible for. From
another point of view, 60% of all small lots would be, in some way, impacted by the
text language. 60% success is not an acceptable solution. We can and should do
better.

- 443 of the small lots are either MS2 or MX2. These two story zoned lots are fully
exempt from parking. These lots tend to border or are imbedded in single family areas
and their impact will likely be felt more by these neighborhoods.

- The language does not address the particular fabric of the neighborhoods where the
small lots are found. There may be areas that would find such parking exempt
projects to be very desirable. There may be areas that would like to see development
but not at the fully exempt or mostly exempt price tag. And, there are areas where
these developments would further exacerbate the already difficult street parking
available and be found undesirable.

- The language provides no incentives for a developer to provide first floor retail/
restaurant uses which are currently exempt from providing parking if the use is under a
certain square footage. These true, mixed use buildings are the historic fabric of our
main streets.

- The language does not address side by side lots or multiple projects on the same
block. | did a count of these lots generally found in the Golden Triangle, Curtis Park,



Uptown and Colfax and counted over 80 potential side by side developments. The
side by side lots were the core of the moratorium effort. The solution may be difficult
but it’'s not a good solution until this situation is addressed.

WHERE ARE WE

The current language in the code is all about a PARKING EXEMPTION. It was created
to facilitate development of small lots since providing parking can be challenging. The
moratorium was created realizing that this comes at a price, negative neighborhood
impact.

It is possible to arrive at a solution that impacts all lots not just 60% of them.

It is possible to arrive at a solution that informs neighbors of these projects and affords
them the opportunity to respond. Zoning has what is called a ZPIN. When a developer
is asking for more than a 25% parking reduction the ZPIN process kicks in. Notices are
sent to the impacted neighborhoods for their feedback, the developer presents the
parking plan with the final decision by the zoning administrator. A ZPIN, or similar
procedure could might be the solution or part of the solution.

It is possible to find a solution that requires or gives incentives for a developer to
actively participate in parking reductions and positive actions to promote RTD use,
subsidy for car rental, car share and alternative transport, allowing bike share as one of
the parking reductions for housing, and others. The parking exemption is not an
entitlement. A developer needs to be an active participant in the solution.

It IS POSSIBLE to arrive at a good answer here, but the process needs more time and
a more concerted effort to truly arrive at a decision that all feel satisfies the basic
problem.

Let me offer some interesting statistics and thoughts on car ownership.

What US cities are leading the way in % of car free households?
As you might expect, NYC leads the way with 56% car free households
Washington DC, Boston, Philadelphia, SanFrancisco, Baltimore, Chicago and
Detroit follow (with Detroit at 26% car free). Fort Worth ranks 50th at 16.32%.
Denver is not in the top 50. (we are about 10%, meaning 90% of households
have a car).

We must remember that the automobile is deeply embedded in US culture. This car
culture, it’s industry and support industries are huge and cannot be changed overnight.
It’s going to take time perhaps a long time.

We are moving, albeit slowly, towards less reliance on the single owned, private
automobile, but let’s not pretend what we are not.



We will get there with a good plan that is yet to be developed and it won’t be with this
text language or any other moratorium language. | am fully committed to continued
efforts on this moratorium issue and hope to be a part of it.

FOOTNOTE: The D Line projects at 31st and Stout have been significantly downsized
and are providing off site parking. The developer reported his projects are in full
compliance with current parking without any exemption. Barry Hirshfeld reported he
has a 5 year lease on 42 parking spaces a block away from the Humboldt projects.

POSSIBLE AMENDMENT TO THE TEXT LANGUAGE

Change the exemption in the transit shed to two stories rather than three.
Change the exemption outside the transit shed to one story rather than two.
Add a ZPIN review (or similar) to all projects seeking a parking exemption.

Add that a TMP process (or similar) for all developments, not just small lots, be
undertaken by CPD under the direction of the City Council.

RATIONALE AND SOME STATISTICS

The existing exemption impacts 60% of the 3,371 small lots. Impacts means that those
projects would be required to provide some parking. The amended language would
impact 94%.

If all lots were developed, the proposed text language would mean some 60,725 spaces
would have to be absorbed by street parking, assuming 7 spaces required per floor.
The amended language would reduce that number to 38,465 spaces absorbed by street
parking.

Of the 3,371 small lots.....
13% are two story
48% are three story
24% are 5 story
85% are 2, 3, or 5 story
63% of the lots are in the transit shed

61% are 2 and 3 story. These lots tend to be located adjacent to single family
areas or imbedded in them.

ZPIN - Under purpose in Article 12, Zoning permit with informational notice is intended
for specific types of development........ that are consistent with the intent of the zone
district.....but which have potential for adverse off-site impacts. ZPIN is required when a



project seeks greater than a 25% parking reduction. If it’s reasonable for that, it’s
certainly reasonable for these projects where the parking reduction is significantly more.
ZPIN also helps mitigate side by side and/or multi projects on the same block.

TMP process for all development, not just small lots, can be a much better solution in
the long run. The wheels need to be put in motion for this ASAP.

There are likely other solutions that address more of the various issues I've described.

| urge you to vote no today and recommend this small lot text language go back to the
steering committee for more needed work.

Thank you for considering my opinion.

bob hickman
303-941-1280



From: Paul Davidson

To: Hirt. Jeffrey J. - CPD Planning Services

Cc: Planningboard - CPD; Brooks, Albus - City Council District 9; John Hayden
Subject: Opposition Statement from a Small Zone Lot Steering Committee Member
Date: Monday, January 30, 2017 12:14:11 PM

Jeff,

| was not able to tell who is the coordinator for the Planning Board meeting packets. Y ou are listed on the
text amendment page so I'm cc;ing you and the general Planning Board email.

Please accept the following written comment for the February 1st Planning Board meeting regarding the
small zone lot parking exemption text amendment.

Many thanks!

Paul Davidson

3109 Stout Street
Denver, CO 80205

January 30, 2017

Denver Planning Board

Re: Denver Zoning Code Text Amendment #11
Pre-Existing Small Zone Lots Parking Exemption Amendment
Opposition Statement from Small Zone Lot Steering Committee Member

Dear Denver Planning Board Members,

| am writing to detail my reasons for opposing this amendment to the Small Zone Lot Parking
Amendment for the following reasons:

1. Intoday’ sresidential market, this amendment allows and encourages forms that violate the
small zone lot exemption’s origina purpose of incentivizing small developments and the
retention of existing buildings.

2. In practice, the amendment is being used for large, residential-only developments in mixed-
use areas, threatening the fabric of some of Denver’s most unique commercial corridors, such
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as Tennyson, Old South Pearl Street, and Welton Street, and the loss of the walkable mixed-
use/Main Street style corridors that are a primary goal of Blueprint Denver.

3. Theamendment fails to incentivise the retention of existing structures.

4. The process for community input on the amendment dismissed concerns of neighbors and
neighborhood impacts and provided very little time, or opportunity, for additional community
input and idesas.

| was amember of the 15-person committee that studied the small zone ot issue and an early
member of a consortium of neighborhoods that worked with Councilman Albus Brooks on enacting
the moratorium. I’ ve thought about the small zone lot parking exemption a great deal and hope my
perspective can help you in your deliberations.

A Quick History of Good Intentions

The small lot exemption originated on East Colfax in 2006, with the intent to 1) incentivize small
devel opments, maintaining the fine-grained character of the area, and 2) to allow flexibility for the
retention of existing structures, keeping the historic and cultural fabric of the areaintact.

In 2010, the exemption was extended to all mixed-use lots, which number in the thousands. Between
2010 and 2016, only one mixed-use development utilized this exemption, the Avanti building in
LoHi, with 9 residential units and a ground floor restaurant.

Ultimately, this exemption’s purpose is to incentivise small, mixed-use devel opment and the
retention of existing buildings.

Unintended Consequences of Scale and Use

The extension of this exemption to al mixed-use zones citywide, coupled with the high demand for
housing in Denver, is creating unintended consequences that alter the fabric of our historic
commercia districts, run counter to the goals of Main Street zoning, and place an undue burden on
the surrounding properties.

Developers are using the exemption to build ultra-high density residential building forms, with units
as small as 320sf. Of note, because small zone lots tend to occur in blocks, it is common to see this
exemption utilized for adjacent lots, multiplying the number of available units, but also multiplying
the off-site impacts of these developments.

For example, last year, Zoning Administrators approved twin building permits of 5 stories with 54
units each on two adjacent MS-5 lots. We've also seen proposals for 29 and 27-unit buildings on
CMX-3 zoned lots.

In the case of the 54-unit buildings, 2 commercial building were demolished...one from the 30’s. On
Old South Pearl Street, asingle family home, built in 1911 is being demolished and replaced with a
17-unit building utilizing this exemption. The profitability of these larger-scale developments
demonstrably encourages the demolition of existing structures.



My hope hereisto illustrate that, with today’ s high demand for housing, this exemption is being
used to demolish desirable existing structures with historic character to build LARGE,
RESIDENTIAL ONLY projects. Also, because this amendment exempts only the first two, or three
floors, the incentive to place ground floor retail and commercia is removed from consideration.

A Missed Opportunity

Following months of building overwhelming support from RNO’ s city-wide, and a unanimous vote
by City Council to establish the moratorium and convene a steering committee to study the issue, we
finally had the opportunity to address these issues...issues that we outlined on Day 1 for the
committee.

Unfortunately, the proposed text amendment you are considering addresses none of them.
Neighbors Concerns Dismissed

The flawed approach of this amendment and our failure as a committee to reach a consensusis, in
my opinion, adirect result of not enough time spent discussing the final amendment.

What you seein front of you is arushed combination of three considered approaches, the result of
only 20-minutes of committee discussion in meeting 3. The committee was promised time to discuss
the final “preferred aternative” at our 4th meeting. However at the end of that meeting, Councilman
Brooks dismissed concerns voiced by neighbors and decided to move forward with the alternative as
written prior to the discussion. Thisis not the best thinking we had to offer.

It also doesn't represent a consensus among stakeholders. In the final tally, 5 members of the 15-
member committee did not support the amendment. Thisis surprising because we established, at the
first committee meeting the following committee procedure as quoted from our 2nd meeting packet:

The committee generally agreed that a consensus-based approach to decision-making is
preferable. More specifically, consensus means agreement on a preferred alternative for a
text amendment, with the caveat that the outcome will not satisfy every committee members
concerns. Put another way, is the outcome ““‘something you can live with”?

The committee also generally agreed that if a few individual committee members have
divergent opinions, the group will commit to taking the necessary time to recognize and
understand them. The committee is amenable to separate, focused conversations if there are
unresolved issues as long as the dialogue maintains transparency and a commitment to
sharing all pertinent information to the entire committee at their meetings.

Next Steps for the Small Lot

| urge the Planning Board to oppose the small lot exemption amendment in its current form. We can
do better.

Sincerely,

Paul Davidson



Hirt, Jeffrey J. - CPD Planning Services

From: RCS Design <rcsdesign@me.com>

Sent: Thursday, January 12, 2017 4:13 PM

To: Hirt, Jeffrey J. - CPD Planning Services

Subject: Comments to Small Lot Parking Exemption Text Amendment Draft

Hello Jeffery,

Unfortunately AIADenver is without its Urban Design Committee to weigh in on this matter. However, as an
architect and concerned citizen the following are my comments on the Small Lot Parking Steering Committee
(SLPSC) info:

. Presentation

. 20161215 Meeting Packet

. Text/Map Amendment Summary
. Public Review Draft

Presentation
. Page 2 - Item #2 - Depending on the project design, including 3 stories in the exemption criteria pose a
parking

density issues for certain neighborhoods. With new design paradimes, the total number of units in a
project

needs to be considered.
. Page 2 - Item #4 - There should not be a 100% reduction for required parking base on the reduction
criteria.

Perhaps a % of the total parking count prior to application of the reduction criteria.

Meeting Packet
. Page 2 - Regardless of the policy intent there needs to be a realistic context survey of past projects that
fit this

category. How many residents within these projects own cars? The answer to this will be a guide for
the foreseeable

future of the impact to on-street parking for projects of this type that receive this exemption.

. Page 2 - Not in favor of expanding the exemption to larger projects. The reality is that cars will not be
significantly

reduced/eliminated in the mid-term. Accommodation must be made for project parking so that existing
adjoining

neighborhoods are not severely impacted. Consideration should be given to strategically placed City-
built

parking garages, with the structures being designed so that adaptive reuse can easily take place at a
future time.
. Page 2 - Alternatives noted for car replacement only address a small percentage of the car-owning public
and

are either insufficient, or impractical at certain times of the year, to handle the real demographic.

Text/Map Amendment Summary

. Page 7 - No issue taken with exemption for existing buildings.

. Page 7 - Determination of a past project benchmark establishing a car count (as noted above) needs to be
applied



to any new project meeting the location criteria.

Public Review Draft

Page 2 - No issue taken with 10.4.5.1 Al thru 3.

Page 3 - Issue is taken with 10.4.5.1 A4 based on lack of substantiating supporting data, as noted above.
Page 3 - No issue taken with 10.4.5.1 A5 & 6.

Page 4 - No issue to any text on this page.

Page 5 - No issue to any text on this page.

Page 6 - No issue to any text on this page.

If you have any follow up, del free to contact me.
Regards,

Robert

Robert Charles Schmid, AIA, NCARB
RCS Design / Planning / Consulting
PO Box 12207

Denver, CO 80212

V - 303-809-2315

F - 303-433-6692

E - rcsdesign@me.com

W - rcsdpc.com

The information contained in this email and any attachments is confidential, may be privileged, and is intended
solely for the person and/or entity to whom it is addressed ( i.e. those identified in the "To" and "Cc" box

). This information is the property of RCS Design/Planning/Consulting. Unauthorized review, use, discloser,
or copying of this communication, or any part thereof, is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have
received this email in error please return the email and attachments to the sender and delete the email an
attachments, plus all copies, from your system. RCS thanks you for your cooperation.



From: Christopher Harlan

To: Planningboard - CPD; Hirt, Jeffrey J. - CPD Planning Services
Cc: Brooks. Albus - City Council District 9; Kashmann, Paul J. - City Council; Susman, Mary Beth - City Council; New,

Wayne C. - City Council; Espinoza, Rafael G. - City Council; Clark, Jolon M. - City Council; Flynn, Kevin J. - City
Council; Lopez. Paul D. - CC City Council Elected; Black, Kendra A. - City Council; Herndon, Christopher J. - CC

City Council Elected; Gilmore, Stacie M. - City Council; kniechatlarge; Ortega. Deborah L. - City Council
Subject: Small lot parking exemption
Date: Monday, January 23, 2017 4:42:04 PM

January 23, 2017
Dear Planning Board and City Council,

I respectfully and strongly urge the Planning Board to accept and adopt the compromise
agreement reached by the Small Lot Moratorium committee that addressed the “small lots”
that are 6,250 square feet or fewer. The committee spent over ten hours of thoughtful
deliberation and included a wide-range of perspectives. Existing law allows for 100%
exemption on all small lots. The committee recommendation requires parking on small lots
that are greater than two or three stories depending in their proximity to transit. That is a
compromise -- and, it is very similar to the decision that former City Councilwoman Robb
came to after her exploration. The Planning Board should allow no further parking
requirements.

In fact, | would prefer that the existing 100% exemption stayed as is.We have dreadfully
little data to demonstrate the impact the exemption would have. However, it is quite clear
that changing the current policy will inhibit development, dramatically constricting the
amount of housing that can be built which further exacerbates the housing shortage and
does nothing to reduce the costly rental and home sale prices in the metro region. This is
not the vision of the City of Denver, nor is it the direction | feel the city should go.

Denver City Council, the Mayor’s Office, and various government agencies have been
working hard to address affordable housing in Denver. Requiring parking, at first glance,
may not seem like it impacts housing, but it does. Requiring parking is a cost to
development. It reduces the number of units that can be built and the cost of the parking
will increase the rental cost of a unit by 15%. The housing shortage and resulting increased
cost of home renting and buying drives people to live further from the urban core. The
further from the urban core, the more people are reliant on driving a personal car. That
increases vehicle miles traveled, less demand for public transit, greater risk to bicyclists and
pedestrians, more pollution and greater carbon emissions that contribute to climate change.

Deciding to increase parking requirements is a “triple-lose” proposition. We lose because
fewer people live in our communities reducing the customer base for our local mom-and-
pop businesses. We lose because the housing prices are increased to pay for parking. We
lose because the environmental costs from automobile use negatively contributes to our

collective impact on climate change.

The impact on affordable housing from increasing parking minimums also goes counter to
what the Mayor and City Council have worked so hard to build. Voting to increase parking
requirements goes against the national trend to eliminate requirements. Voting to extend
the moratorium delays housing construction at a time when we desperately need more
housing. Choosing free parking on the public right of way prioritizes cars over people.

I understand the need for compromise. But, | would rather that we do not eliminate our
ability to test a market-based solution to increase our housing stock and incentivize public
transit use. By prohibiting the development of these small lots, we lose the ability to see
how they would work. We lose the ability to make future decision based on data and
observed dynamics within the community. Rather, if we decide to require more parking, we
are making decisions out of fear, not fact.

You will always have the opportunity to refine your decision in the future based upon real
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world information. In the meantime, | strongly urge the Planning Board to accept and adopt
the compromise agreement reached by the Small Lot Moratorium committee for the “small
lots” that are 6,250 square feet or fewer.

Regards,

Christopher Harlan

2023 Vine Street

Denver, CO 80205

Resident of City Council District 9



From: Frank Locantore

To: Planningboard - CPD; Hirt, Jeffrey J. - CPD Planning Services
Cc: Brooks. Albus - City Council District 9; Kashmann, Paul J. - City Council; Susman, Mary Beth - City Council; New,

Wayne C. - City Council; Espinoza, Rafael G. - City Council; Clark, Jolon M. - City Council; Flynn, Kevin J. - City
Council; Lopez. Paul D. - CC City Council Elected; Herndon, Christopher J. - CC City Council Elected; Gilmore
Stacie M. - City Council; kniechatlarge; Ortega, Deborah L. - City Council; Black, Kendra A. - City Council
Subject: Support letter for small lot compromise
Date: Monday, January 23, 2017 8:04:01 AM

January 23, 2017
Dear Planning Board and City Council,

| respectfully and strongly urge the Planning Board to accept and adopt the compromise agreement reached by the
Small Lot Moratorium committee that addressed the “small lots’ that are 6,250 square feet or fewer. The committee
spent over ten hours of thoughtful deliberation and included a wide-range of perspectives. Existing law allows for
100% exemption on all small lots. The committee recommendation requires parking on small lots that are greater
than two or three stories depending in their proximity to transit. That isacompromise -- and, it isvery similar to the
decision that former City Councilwoman Robb came to after her exploration. The Planning Board should alow no
further parking requirements.

Infact, | would prefer that the existing 100% exemption stayed as is.We have dreadfully little data to demonstrate
the impact the exemption would have. However, it is quite clear that changing the current policy will inhibit
development, dramatically constricting the amount of housing that can be built which further exacerbates the
housing shortage and does nothing to reduce the costly rental and home sale prices in the metro region. Thisis not
the vision of the City of Denver, nor isit the direction | feel the city should go.

Denver City Council, the Mayor’ s Office, and various government agencies have been working hard to address
affordable housing in Denver. Requiring parking, at first glance, may not seem like it impacts housing, but it does.
Requiring parking is a cost to development. It reduces the number of units that can be built and the cost of the
parking will increase the rental cost of a unit by 15%. The housing shortage and resulting increased cost of home
renting and buying drives people to live further from the urban core. The further from the urban core, the more
people are reliant on driving a personal car. That increases vehicle miles traveled, less demand for public transit,
greater risk to bicyclists and pedestrians, more pollution and greater carbon emissions that contribute to climate
change.

Deciding to increase parking requirementsis a“triple-lose” proposition. We lose because fewer peoplelivein our
communities reducing the customer base for our local mom-and-pop businesses. We lose because the housing prices
areincreased to pay for parking. We lose because the environmental costs from automobile use negatively
contributes to our collective impact on climate change.

The impact on affordable housing from increasing parking minimums also goes counter to what the Mayor and City
Council have worked so hard to build. Voting to increase parking requirements goes against the national trend to
eliminate requirements. Voting to extend the moratorium delays housing construction at a time when we desperately
need more housing. Choosing free parking on the public right of way prioritizes cars over people.

| understand the need for compromise. But, | would rather that we do not eliminate our ability to test a market-based
solution to increase our housing stock and incentivize public transit use. By prohibiting the development of these
small lots, we lose the ability to see how they would work. We lose the ability to make future decision based on data
and observed dynamics within the community. Rather, if we decide to require more parking, we are making
decisions out of fear, not fact.

Y ou will always have the opportunity to refine your decision in the future based upon real world information. In the
meantime, | strongly urge the Planning Board to accept and adopt the compromise agreement reached by the Small
Lot Moratorium committee for the “small lots’ that are 6,250 square feet or fewer.

Sincerely,
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Frank Locantore

2145 E. 16th Ave.

Denver, CO 80206

Resident of City Council District 9
franksiloc@gmail.com
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From: John Riecke

To: Planningboard - CPD
Cc: Hirt, Jeffrey J. - CPD Planning Services; Susman, Mary Beth - City Council; New, Wayne C. - City Council; Clark

Jolon M. - City Council; Espinoza, Rafael G. - City Council; Kashmann, Paul J. - City Council; Kniech. Robin L. -
City Council; Deborah Ortega - Councilwoman At Large
Subject: Small Lot Parking Moratorium

Date: Sunday, January 22, 2017 4:48:33 PM

January 23, 2017
To Whom it may Concern:

| respectfully and strongly urge you to accept and adopt the compromise agreement
reached by the Small L ot Moratorium committee that addressed the“ small lots’ that are
6,250 squar e feet or fewer. The committee engaged in hours of thoughtful deliberation and
participants included a wide-range of perspectives. Existing law allows for 100% exemption
on al small lots. The committee recommendation requires parking on small lots that are
greater than two or three stories depending in their proximity to transit. That isacompromise -
- and, it isvery similar to the decision that former City Councilwoman Robb came to after her
exploration. The Planning Board should alow no further parking requirements.

Ideally, | would prefer that the existing 100% exemption stayed asis. We have dreadfully
little data to demonstrate the impact the exemption would have. However, it is quite clear that
changing the current policy will inhibit development, dramatically constricting the amount of
housing that can be built which further exacerbates the housing shortage and does nothing to
reduce the costly rental and home sale pricesin the metro region. Thisis not the vision of the
City of Denver, nor isit the direction | feel the city should go.

Denver City Council, the Mayor’ s Office, and various government agencies have been
working hard to address affordable housing in Denver. Requiring parking, at first glance, may
not seem like it impacts housing, but it does. Requiring parking is a cost to development. It
reduces the number of units that can be built and the cost of the parking will increase the rental
cost of aunit by 15%. The housing shortage and resulting increased cost of home renting and
buying drives people to live further from the urban core. The further from the urban core, the
more people are reliant on driving a personal car. That increases vehicle miles traveled, less
demand for public transit, greater risk to bicyclists and pedestrians, more pollution and greater
carbon emissions that contribute to climate change.

Deciding to increase parking requirementsis a“triple-lose” proposition. We lose because
fewer people live in our communities reducing the customer base for our local mom-and-pop
businesses. We lose because the housing prices are increased to pay for parking. We lose
because the environmental costs from automobile use negatively contributes to our collective
impact on climate change.

The impact on affordable housing from increasing parking minimums also goes counter to
what the Mayor and City Council have worked so hard to build. Voting to increase parking
requirements goes against the national trend to eliminate requirements. Voting to extend the
moratorium delays housing construction at a time when we desperately need more housing.
Choosing free parking on the public right of way prioritizes cars over people.

| would rather that we do not eliminate our ability to test a market-based solution to increase


mailto:jcriecke@gmail.com
mailto:planningboard2@denvergov.org
mailto:Jeffrey.Hirt@denvergov.org
mailto:MaryBeth.Susman@denvergov.org
mailto:Wayne.New@denvergov.org
mailto:Jolon.Clark@denvergov.org
mailto:Jolon.Clark@denvergov.org
mailto:Rafael.Espinoza@denvergov.org
mailto:Paul.Kashmann@denvergov.org
mailto:Robin.Kniech@denvergov.org
mailto:Robin.Kniech@denvergov.org
mailto:OrtegaAtLarge@Denvergov.org

our housing stock and incentivize public transit use. By prohibiting the development of these
small lots, we lose the ability to see how they would work. We lose the ability to make future
decision based on data and observed dynamics within the community. Rather, if we decide to
require more parking, we are making decisions out of fear, not fact.

You will always have the opportunity to refine your decision in the future based upon
real world information. In the meantime, | strongly urge you to accept and adopt the
compromise agreement reached by the Small Lot Moratorium committee for the “small
lots’ that are 6,250 squar e feet or fewer.

Sincerely,

John Riecke
945 Washington St

"However beautiful the strategy, you should occasionally ook at the results.”

"However beautiful the strategy, you should occasionally ook at the results.”



From: Ken Schroeppel

To: Planningboard - CPD; Hirt, Jeffrey J. - CPD Planning Services
Cc: Brooks. Albus - City Council District 9; Kashmann, Paul J. - City Council; Susman, Mary Beth - City Council; New,

Wayne C. - City Council; Espinoza, Rafael G. - City Council; Clark, Jolon M. - City Council; Flynn, Kevin J. - City
Council; Lopez. Paul D. - CC City Council Elected; Black, Kendra A. - City Council; Herndon, Christopher J. - CC

City Council Elected; Gilmore, Stacie M. - City Council; kniechatlarge; Ortega. Deborah L. - City Council
Subject: Support for the recommendation of the Small Lot Moratorium Committee
Date: Monday, January 23, 2017 1:00:27 PM

Dear Planning Board and City Council,

I strongly urge the Denver Planning Board to approve the compromise agreement presented
by the Small Lot Moratorium Committee regarding the parking requirements for small lots.
The fact that the Committee’s recommendation would require some parking on small lots,
as opposed to the existing law that allows for a 100% parking exemption, represents a
significant compromise. Do not let the vocal pro-parking advocates lead you to believe their
concerns were not heard. They were, and the recommendation from the Committee that
would require some parking on currently exempted lots is the evidence.

I believe that the existing 100% exemption should stay in place. Adding any parking
requirement for small lot development is, frankly, a step in the wrong direction. However,
the Committee spent many hours of time working on this, as well as many hours spent by
CPD staff devising a reasonable compromise, so | am willing to support the Committee’s
recommendation at this time. But the fact remains that Denver has a housing crisis and an
automobile addiction, and requiring parking to be included in any residential development
simply makes any new housing—small lot or large lot—more expensive.

Two other points | want to emphasize:

1. Don't let the pro-parking advocates convince you that City Council’s approval of the
moratorium was a “mandate” to increase the parking requirements on small lot
development. It wasn’t. According to Council’'s Moratorium Ordinance, the purpose of the
moratorium was for “...a re-evaluation of the current Denver Zoning Code provisions,
including Section 26 10.4.5.1.A, to ensure achievement of city-wide goals and policies" and
to give the city time to "permit review and evaluation of parking exemptions for certain
developments on small zone lots, which furthers the public health, safety and general
welfare." That was exactly what happened through the work of the Committee. They did
exactly what Council stated in the ordinance they wanted to do—the entire purpose for the
moratorium.

2. 1 have reviewed the Denver Comprehensive Plan 2000, the city’s highest-level planning
document that lays out the city’s vision and goals, and nowhere in this document did | find
any reference to increasing parking requirements in the neighborhoods, or any language
that suggests that providing opportunities for residents to store their private automobiles on
the public right-of-way is a right or even a priority of the city. It isn’t. What | did find in the
Comp Plan 2000 is this:

GOAL: Anticipate and meet the expanding mobility needs of residents, businesses and
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visitors.

OVERVIEW: Roadway congestion, traffic on neighborhood streets, and the search for
that perfect parking space add up to lost time, lost money and lost patience. All diminish
the quality of life. The root of the problem is a society focused far too much on
accommodating automobiles. We do not provide a range of convenient mobility
choices for citizens from neighborhood pedestrian connections to crosstown transit.
Denver must address mobility in multiple ways: providing more choices, encouraging
those that reduce impact on the urban environment, and cooperating with
metropolitan jurisdictions and quasi-governmental agencies on mobility plans and
projects. Perhaps the most difficult challenge is to get people and organizations to
think in new ways about how they get from place to place.

Objective 9: Parking Management, Strategy 9-D
For areas near transit stations, evaluate parking management strategies, such as
reducing parking requirements and granting neighborhood parking permits.

Objective 1: Support Housing Development, Strategy 1-C

Review current land-use planning, design and infrastructure requirements such as street
widths, lot sizes, setbacks, parking ratios and utility standards. Consider changing
requirements that add unnecessarily to the cost of development or discourage
housing.

If we are serious about achieving the goals set out in the Denver Comprehensive Plan 2000,
we must not let the pro-parking advocates get their way. We are no longer the Denver of
the 1980s when it was cheap and easy to get around by car and park directly in front of our
destination. Times have changed. If Buffalo, New York can remove all parking requirements
in their zoning code, certainly progressive Denver can look beyond the selfish appeals of
pro-parking advocates and make enlightened, future-looking decisions.

Please support the recommendation of the Small Lot Moratorium Committee and then let’s
get working on removing ALL parking requirements from ALL development through the City
and County of Denver while providing a world-class intra-city transit system and pedestrian
environment.

Respectfully,

Ken Schroeppel



From: Kati Woock

To: Planningboard - CPD; Hirt, Jeffrey J. - CPD Planning Services
Subject: Letter in support of small lot compromise
Date: Monday, January 23, 2017 9:51:34 AM

January 23, 2017
Dear Planning Board,

| respectfully urge the Planning Board to accept and adopt the compromise agreement reached
by the Small Lot Moratorium committee that addressed the “small lots” that are 6,250 square
feet or fewer. The committee spent over ten hours of thoughtful deliberation and included a
wide-range of perspectives. Existing law allows for 100% exemption on all small lots. The
committee recommendation requires parking on small lots that are greater than two or three
stories depending in their proximity to transit. That isacompromise -- and, it isvery similar to
the decision that former City Councilwoman Robb came to after her exploration. The Planning
Board should alow no further parking requirements.

In truth, | would prefer that the existing 100% exemption stayed asis.We have very little data
to demonstrate the impact the exemption would have. However, it is quite clear that changing
the current policy will inhibit development, dramatically constricting the amount of housing
that can be built which further exacerbates the housing shortage and does nothing to reduce
the costly rental and home sale pricesin the metro region. Thisis not the vision of the City of
Denver, nor isit the direction | feel the city should go.

Denver City Council, the Mayor’ s Office, and various government agencies have been
working hard to address affordable housing in Denver. Requiring parking, at first glance, may
not seem like it impacts housing, but it does. Requiring parking is a cost to development. It
reduces the number of units that can be built and the cost of the parking will increase the rental
cost of aunit by 15%. The housing shortage and resulting increased cost of home renting and
buying drives peopleto live further from the urban core. The further from the urban core, the
more people are reliant on driving apersonal car. That increases vehicle miles traveled, less
demand for public transit, greater risk to bicyclists and pedestrians, more pollution and greater
carbon emissions that contribute to climate change.

Deciding to increase parking requirementsisa“triple-lose” proposition. We lose because
fewer people live in our communities reducing the customer base for our local mom-and-pop
businesses. We lose because the housing prices are increased to pay for parking. We lose
because the environmental costs from automobile use negatively contributes to our collective
impact on climate change.

The impact on affordable housing from increasing parking minimums also goes counter to
what the Mayor and City Council have worked so hard to build. Voting to increase parking
requirements goes against the national trend to eliminate requirements. Voting to extend the
moratorium delays housing construction at a time when we desperately need more housing.
Choosing free parking on the public right of way prioritizes cars over people.

| understand the need for compromise. But, | would rather that we do not eliminate our ability
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to test a market-based solution to increase our housing stock and incentivize public transit use.
By prohibiting the development of these small lots, we lose the ability to see how they would
work. We lose the ability to make future decision based on data and observed dynamics within
the community. Rather, if we decide to require more parking, we are making decisions out of
fear, not fact.

Y ou will always have the opportunity to refine your decision in the future based upon real
world information. In the meantime, | strongly urge the Planning Board to accept and adopt
the compromise agreement reached by the Small Lot Moratorium committee for the “small
lots” that are 6,250 square feet or fewer.

Sincerely,

Kati Woock

1280 Humboldt St #34

Denver, CO 80218

Resident of City Council District 10



From: Dmitrii Zavorotny

To: Planningboard - CPD

Cc: Hirt, Jeffrey J. - CPD Planning Services
Subject: Small lot parking exemption

Date: Sunday, January 22, 2017 7:21:54 PM

Dear Denver Planning Board,

| am writing to strongly urge the Planning Board to accept and adopt the compromise agreement
reached by the Small Lot Moratorium committee led by Councilman Brooks. The committee spent a
dozen or so hours discussing the matter of parking exemptions on lots that are 6,250 square feet or
fewer and provided for a wide array of perspectives on the topic.

A significant concession was made to placate those individuals that | felt were “yelling the loudest”,
but not necessarily those representing the majority of Denver or the overall greater good. While
existing law would allow for 100% parking exemptions on all small lots, the new law would favor
transit corridors (like Colfax) and rail transit stations, with significant reduction in exemptions
outside of these areas. While | personally believe that we should have moved in the opposite
direction and strengthened Denver’s resolve to promote a more sustainable policy — one that
provides for both affordable housing and affordable (car-free) living, | understand that compromises
are necessary to move forward. Denver has been doing wonderful things like setting up an
affordable housing fund and creating a comprehensive transportation plan with Denver Moves, so |
commend Councilman Brooks” and the committee’s efforts despite my desire to have Denver take a
lesson from the city of Buffalo and used this as an opportunity to set the stage for removing all
parking requirements across the city.

Requiring developers to provide parking, whether the market demands it or not, impacts the
neighborhood in several negative ways. First, it eliminates crucial developable space in already tight
lots, reducing density needed to sustain local businesses and services. Second, it promotes a less
friendly pedestrian environment by inducing private vehicle traffic and reducing foot traffic. Third, it
is a large expense, running from $8,000 (surface parking) to $30,000 (structured underground
parking), which developers have no choice but to pass down to the owner or renter. We are facing
an unprecedented housing shortage and we are only making it worse by keeping the moratorium in
place while making new housing projects less viable to the developer and less affordable to the
consumer. Ultimately, this becomes a regional issue when potential Denver residents are forced to
move farther from the core and contribute to the local traffic congestion and automobile pollution
problems.

| believe that the eventual goal of the opposition is to reject the proposal, call for the moratorium to
stay in place indefinitely, and work to turn a fair compromise into something that eliminates parking
exemptions completely. This would be a disaster for the city. We also cannot be paralyzed by
indecision. We must move forward and we must begin to tackle other challenges to the city, such as
providing comprehensive multimodal transportation. In the meantime, we can watch and study
impacts of this compromise to see how it can be revised in the future.

Sincerely,


mailto:dzavorotny@gmail.com
mailto:planningboard2@denvergov.org
mailto:Jeffrey.Hirt@denvergov.org

Dmitrii Zavorotny
9076 E. 377 Ave.

Denver, CO 80238
720-771-6211



Russell Koff
2999 Lawrence St. #203
Denver, CO 80205
303-718-6808

January 23, 2017
Dear Members of the Planning Board,

I am writing to strongly request that the Planning Board adopt the compromise agreement reached by the “Small Lot
Moratorium Committee” regarding parking exemptions on small lots. The committee has worked hard over
countless meetings to come to this compromise agreement, and although it is not perfect, | believe that our city
cannot afford to debate this issue any longer while small lots across Denver stand empty and housing prices continue
to rise.

Although I support the board’s adoption of the compromise, | believe that maintaining the existing 100% parking
exemption on small lots would truly be in the best interest of Denver, as it would support needed development on
lots that have been neglected or abandoned for years. Developing these lots (which is often not viable when parking
minimums are attached to them) enriches our neighborhoods, increases the housing supply, and supports the growth
of our transit network. We also do not have any data to support the notion that developing these small lots without
parking would make a noticeable impact on the on-street parking supply of neighborhoods.

Moreover, maintaining the parking exemption on small lots serves as a meaningful signal of the type of progressive,
transit-oriented city that so many of us Denver have been working to create for years. At a time when many cities
around the country are eliminating parking requirements altogether or implementing parking maximums on new
developments, it would be a shame to see Denver move in the opposite direction. Denver’s leaders should be
focused on how the city can foster healthy, safe, transit-rich, affordable, and vibrant neighborhoods—not on how we
can maximize convenience for car commuters.

Again, the small lot parking compromise effort is not perfect, but | urge the Planning Board to adopt it so that
needed development on small lots can go forward, and so that city leaders can continue working to create better
neighborhoods for the city’s current and future residents.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
W,&f

Russell Koff
Resident of City Council District 9

CC: Councilman Albus Brooks
Councilman Paul Kashmann
Councilwoman Mary Beth Susman
Councilman Wayne New
Councilman Rafael Espinoza
Councilman Jolon Clark
Councilman Kevin Flynn
Councilman Paul Lopez
Councilwoman Kendra Black
Councilman Christopher Herndon
Councilwoman Stacie Gilmore
Councilwoman Robin Kniech
Councilwoman Deborah Ortega
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